
Osevu'Xr- ̂  
LR¿ k  - là



BARGAINING

INTERVIEW OF 
SETH ROSEN 
WITH

JERRY BARRETT 
REGARDING

HISTORY OF EASTERN AIRLINES

MAY 30, 1986



Jerry Barrett: This is Jerry Barrett talking. Today's 
date is May 30, 1986. I'm interviewing Seth Rosen in his office 
at ALPA headquarters in Washington, D.C.

Would you start by just giving a kind of bio-sketch 
about who you are, how you got here.

Seth Rosen: Certainly. As stated, my name is Seth 
Rosen. I've been with ALPA for 15 years since March of 1971.
Prior to that, after graduation from law school, I went to work 
for the National Labor Relations Board in 1966 to 1971 in Washington. 
Was there in a variety of positions, from advisory to appellate 
litigation to field office work. I then went to work for ALPA, 
first in a field position as a line staff attorney, which became 
a contract administrator. After about a year and a half, I was 
promoted to the Manager of Contract Administration, part of the 
Representation Department. And then in November of 1984, I was 
promoted into my present position, Director of Representation 
at ALPA.

The position involves control and direction of the 
research economic analysis function, organizing activities, 
collective bargaining at our 46 or so units and enforcement; 
that is, arbitration system board work, FAA enforcement, aeromedical 
cases and general liaison with the President's department, 
general counsel in the Legal Department and the other substantive 
departments within the Association.
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That's the broad scope. So, within that capacity I 
would have an on-going interest of any major negotiation. We 
are also the liaison out of this office with the National Mediation 
Board and do a lot of interfacing with that agency in dealing 
with Railway Labor Act negotiations. Did I give it to you 
directly?

Jerry Barrett: Yes. Very good. So Eastern would just 
be one of —

Seth Rosen: One of many.
Jerry Barrett: Within the office, do people specialize?

Is there an Eastern expert here?
Seth Rosen: What we do in terms of coverage of specific 

airlines —  as I said, we have 46 active airlines right now ■—  
and what we normally do is assign a particular airline to a 
particular contract administrator out based in that geographic 
region. In the case of carriers like Delta and Piedmont, we 
have a person in Atlanta. For TWA and Pan Am, we have 3 people 
up in New York. For Eastern, we have an individual specifically 
assigned who has been assigned to that property for over 15 years, 
John Loomis. And some people do single airline work and others 
do multiples because the single airline wouldn't generate enough 
work and also would not be proper utilization of resources.

We have 24 field contract administrators —  people like 
John Loomis and other people around the system —  who most of 
them are attorney-qualified. All of them have generally the same
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job responsibilities —  negotiations, arbitration, counseling,
FAA work and problem solving.

In this case, we also have 2 other substantive functions 
that interface with our contract administrator position. We have 
a field rep specifically assigned on retirement insurance matters 
to a specific airliner group of airlines. The same way we deal 
with the CAs except most of them have multiples because there 
aren't as many and the retirement issues are much narrower in 
focus and that's all they specialize in. The guy's name who 
was there was Leo Dow out of the Retirement Insurance Department 
and the Director of that department is Dave Vance.

With regard to economic analysis and research, we have 
a group of people in that department and they also have specific 
assignments to a set of airlines. Within that department, the 
manager is Jollmer Johnson —  I think you’ve met with Jollmer —  
and Melissa Markoff was the designated economic analyst assigned 
to Eastern during this time and was on the property on numerous 
occasions. That's basically how we assign people.

Jerry Barrett: Can you talk about how that interfaces 
with the MEC, particularly with Eastern?

Seth Rosen: Well, what we normally —  we have a team 
concept. We vote up with technical professionals within the 
organization and they interact with the appointed people within 
the particular pilot group. Each pilot group has its separate 
political structure. The Master Executive Council is one of
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its functions and in Eastern it's a multiple council. It's got 
9 different domiciles. They each have representatives. They 
have a very large Master Executive Council. That Council elects 
or appoints. They actually elect and then the person has to 
accept the negotiating committee and that negotiating committee 
then interacts with our staff.

Their main person is John Loomis who's there all the 
time. And as they need more specialized backing, they would 
either get it from our department, the economic analysis department, 
the retirement department and, on occasion, from the General 
Council's office, which is another dimension in the association's 
resources, Cowen, Weiss and Simon. And they were on the scene 
off and on during this period of time.

Jerry Barrett: Can you talk about how the MEC and 
the bargaining committee function together? You already indicated 
that they elect.

Seth Rosen: They elect and normally the way the process 
is constructed, in a normal situation, is that the negotiating 
committee would gather and put together a questionnaire and send 
it out to the pilot group to survey what they want in the next 
round of negotiations. They would then tabulate those results 
using the economic analysis people. And then they would take 
those results back to the committee and construct an opener based 
upon those priorities; take it to the MEC to be reviewed.
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The MEC would approve the opener and also implicit 
in the approval is some form of ambiguous direction. I don't 
mean ambiguous necessarily in a devious sense but ambiguous in 
that you can't be too specific at any time in negotiations so 
there's always some latitude. So they would get some form of 
direction —  informal direction, let's say —  and that would 
guide the negotiating committee as it traveled down the path.

They would then report back on an ongoing basis to the 
MEC chairman, MEC officers and the MEC, whenever they are in 
session, on the progress of negotiations —  unless it's a very 
serious, critical matter -- as to their status and receive some 
more informal direction as to where they could go.

In Eastern's situation, the negotiating committee and 
the MEC work very closely together. And one of the problems was 
you're dealing with a very large MEC with divergent needs and 
interests and opinions, and a negotiating committee. So there's 
always some problem in terms of coordination and having one set 
of objectives. So, from time to time, people could at various 
times get the wrong signal as to what was going on from various 
principal people within the structure —  either the MEC or the 
negotiating committee.

We also had a very large negotiating committee at this 
time which in terms of -- we normally have a 3 or 4-person 
negotiating committee. I think in the end it was about 5 or 6.

Jerry Barrett: Oh, it was that large.
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Seth Rosen: Yea. So it was an unusually large 
negotiating committee which creates greater problems in terms 
of getting unity on any given point. In addition, because of 
the complexity of the Eastern negotiation, by the time we got 
to December, we added in a specialist, a career negotiator, 
the Assistant Director of Representation at ALPA, John Bradley, 
who could act as an on-the-spot coordinator with the NMB, with 
the MEC, with the negotiating committee and with John Loomis 
and with the rest of the staff. So we loaded it up because 
it was a very important negotiation.

Jerry Barrett: Is it possible for somebody to serve 
on the MEC and the bargaining committee at the same time?

Seth Rosen: I would say yes. Is it normal? no.
Jerry Barrett: It does not usually happen?
Seth Rosen: Maybe in some of the smaller airlines but 

not in the larger airlines, they don't cross over.
Jerry Barrett: Is there movement back and forth?

Have the negotiating committee members been on the MEC?
Seth Rosen: In the past, yes. There's a lot of 

movement back and forth. Tully, for example, was a Vice President 
of ALPA, an MEC chairman, an LEC chairman, held any number of 
elected positions. And I would say the same is true of a couple 
of the other guys on the committee. I think Langford may have 
held elected position. I'm not sure on what they held.
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But a lot of them have held positions and moved from 
one type of discipline to another. But there is a lot. And 
some are just people who do negotiations and have done it for 
year after year after year and never held elected position.
But there is some crossover. Not at the same time, though, 
cause it's hard to go from appointive position to an elected 
membership position.

Jerry Barrett: How does a contract get ratified?
Seth Rosen: It varies. It varies. Historically, 

before 1982, it was either by MEC or negotiating committee.
After 1982, we implemented a change in the Constitution and 
bylaws which permitted membership ratification. Prior to 
that we have no membership ratification. Now, it's at MEC 
discretion. So the MEC determines whether it will be by MEC 
negotiating committee membership ratification and all of it 
subject to approval by the President of ALPA —  review and 
approval. He has the final say. Regardless to the method that's 
ratified on local property, the President has the final say on 
what becomes a contract.

Jerry Barrett: Well, I see it's after the fact he 
would approve --

Seth Rosen: Yes. It's not after the fact in our mind, 
it's before the fact, it's during the fact.

Jerry Barrett: OK. It's happening —
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Seth Rosen: But normally that's very closely coordinated. 
And if there are any policy problems, they usually come out 
earlier and not slipped through the process and then have 
something bounce back. We coordinate that very carefully.

Jerry Barrett: Your experience before coming to ALPA 
was under the National Labor Relations Act?

Seth Rosen: Yes.
Jerry Barrett: Is that vastly different, as far as 

you're concerned?
Seth Rosen: I can hardly remember anymore.
Jerry Barrett: OK.
Seth Rosen: Yes. The answer is it's vastly different.

The whole environment is totally different. I'm being facetious 
but, it's true. I can hardly remember anymore or else it always 
was vastly different. There are no unfair labor practices.
There's really no 8A 5, refusing to bargain in good faith. You 
have to go to court in the initial instance to get enforcement 
of any of your rights under the Railway Labor Act. You don't 
under the NLRA. The rules are different and the acts are 
different in substantive ways. And the enforcement application 
has been different, substantively different.

Jerry Barrett: Specifically related to the bargaining 
process itself —

Seth Rosen: Totally different.
Jerry Barrett: Much more protracted, I take it.
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Seth Rosen: The NLRA is much more expeditious. You 
have a termination date on the contract. You notice it. You 
have a certain requirement under 8 D. Once you've complied 
and you reach the end of that date, you're free to engage in 
self-help.

With the National Mediation Board, they have enormous 
discretion as to when a contract, which is amendable and not 
terminated, will run its course and be subject to self-help.
So there's a tremendous difference. Plus that difference which 
has grown up over 50 years, the NMB's expertise in this area of 
controlling and running negotiations. There is no counterpart 
with the NLRA at all. They do not get into negotiations. The 
FMCS does, which is a separate government agency, the Federal 
Mediation Conciliation Service. Usery was head of the FMSC 
at a point in time. They control non-airline railroad negotiations. 
So the agencies really don't line up in terms of function.

Jerry Barrett: You're referring to the fact that it's 
been going on for 50 years. It does have a lot of history in 
it and very much accepted by the industry itself —  the unions 
and the —

Seth Rosen: Yes. There's been a lot of criticism 
back and forth over the years depending upon which side is in 
the power seat, as they say, as to how things should go. We're 
arguing now for what I heard classically from companies in the 
early seventies as to what their position was as to how the NMB
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should hold on to negotiations and keep the process going and 
make an agreement through the process. Now we're hearing quite 
differently from the companies and it's us who are saying 
we've always used this process. So it's a question of —

Jerry Barrett: You reversed roles on it.
Seth Rosen: In a great many ways we have reversed roles 

during this time frame. Proportionally the board is going to 
stay the same. If it stabilizes, if it has a value, it will be 
in remaining a conduit to expedite negotiations and not disruption 
of service which is what their principal role is and that they 
maintain that. And I think that that will help even things off 
—  level things off. It's a stabilizing influence.

Jerry Barrett: One of the things that's pointed out 
under the NLRA is that the Reagan Board has changed the way the 
system is played. Has there been that kind of dramatic changes 
in the Railway Labor Act administration?

Seth Rosen: We were and are concerned that they may 
think about doing that because of deregulation and the climate 
in the country. And we have, as you probably are aware, attacked 
the Board on this front. We've written a rather harsh letter 
to the Board alerting them to our concern that they are going 
to change their practice and procedure. I don't believe that 
that's their intent. They seem to have now carved out what they 
call their dire circumstance exception and that may be my own
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phraseology. But if they feel that a corporation is an 
extremist and something has to be done to move the ball and 
they don't see the ball getting moved fast enough, they may 
move the ball faster than they normally would in response to 
that crisis condition that they perceived.

They perceive that to be the case at Eastern. They 
perceive that to be the case at Pan Am. They don't perceive 
that to be the case at Delta, for example. So it's a question 
of the status of the carrier, the survivability, stability of 
that carrier in its own instance taken as a specific set of facts 
on its own without any kind of broad policy.

But they will consider those things in the equation.
They will talk to the banks and other people as they did in 
the Eastern case. They went up to New York and they did their 
own field investigation and they formed their own decision as 
to what they felt was necessary. We disagreed. We felt that 
they were wrong and we told them that in spades, that we felt 
they were wrong. And if they had kept their hands off it, it 
would have gotten to the same point without all that craziness.

Jerry Barrett: Uh huh. OK. Very good.
Seth Rosen: Because we believe in the system. Really, 

we believe in the labor relations process. I think that's 
important.

Jerry Barrett: And the activities of the Board with 
respect to 3 instances you referred to —  no, 2, Pan Am —
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Seth Rosen: And Eastern as expediting the process 
in my mind. And they did.

Jerry Barrett: That was quite exceptional behavior 
on their part.

Seth Rosen: That was, and we called them on it in 
both cases because we thought they created much worse situation 
for everyone. They really hurt —  they hurt our side. I think 
they hurt the corporations, too, because they exposed the 
corporations to lost income, lost opportunity.

But if you look at the way they handled United —  they 
handled United, a healthy company, without succumbing to the 
pressures of United saying: give us a release, give us a release, 
set a date, set a date. They held on to that one because they 
wanted to see if an agreement could be reached in the normal 
process. When they felt that truly there was an impasse and 
there was no where to go, then they impassed. But it wasn't 
until then.

Here, I think they made a decision that they had to keep 
the ball rolling fast and therefore, whether or not there was 
truly an impasse or whether or not staying longer in the process
would have forced one side to move, and probably the company,

■because the company would have to the pressure to move.
We had no pressure, but if the company moved, then we would 
have had to move, or else that would have given the wrong signal. 
And what they did by moving it the way they did, was take away 
that move that the company had to make to get this process 
rolling. And that we saw as a tilt towards the company.
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Jerry Barrett: Took them off the hook --
Seth Rosen: Oh yea, yea. Definitely took them off the 

hook. Cause they want to get there; they didn't have to do 
anything.

Jerry Barrett: If you recognize the bargaining process 
as power play and pressure, they, in effect, had a crucial time 
to remove some of the pressure.

Seth Rosen: On the company. On the company. I don't 
think it would have affected the ultimate outcome. That's where 
I come out. I don't think it would have. Maybe it would have, 
but I don't think so. I think they would have gotten there.

Jerry Barrett: Let me ask you 2 other things before 
we talk specifically about Eastern. Can you talk a little bit 
about deregulation and about the PATCO situation, the PATCO 
strike?

Seth Rosen: PATCO certainly started the —  was a role 
model that people followed. I thought that was a pivotal point 
subsequent to deregulation coming into action. I thought that 
was the single most important event since post-deregulation 
because it set the role of being able to replace a whole work 
force and it demonstrated for everyone to see that there was 
no general sympathy nor support. Even if there was unity within, 
that lack of sympathy and support, and the ability to replace 
because of the available job pool, was really a foreteller of
events to come.
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And I think that was the absolute nader. Well, I 
think the nader was probably Continental in terms of actual 
nader for us. But in terms of general industry, what was 
happening from the administration's standpoint, that was critical 
of that. So a lot of people decided to follow that role model 
and then with Continental, they decided a combination of those 
roles. And they tried it at United and they've tried it at 
other places and they've had some success in busting unions 
during this time frame.

But deregulation has created tremendous instability within 
the employee groups and within the industry. And the fallout, 
in terms of labor relations, I don't think was properly predicted.
I don't think they cared actually, the people who were writing 
the legislation. Even though they were told that it would create 
all this instability, I don't think they really cared that it 
would create all this instability. And it has created all that 
instability just like people thought. And it's going on; it's 
going to continue to go on.

Jerry Barrett: The record on the Hill is clear that 
they were warned about the labor relations' concern?

Seth Rosen: Oh yea. Go to the transcripts on the 
actual bill.

Jerry Barrett: And ALPA had good input into that in terms 
of testimony and position?

Seth Rosen: Uh huh.
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Jerry Barrett: Borman has been quoted as saying that 
deregulation is, in the final analysis, anti-labor.

Seth Rosen: Oh, it is, terribly. That's why we were 
against it. We were out and out against it. The only people 
who were for it were United. And the United pilot group was 
for it because they were in a honeymoon with the company during 
that period of time. And I think they ran counter to everyone 
else thinking they, the big guy in the block, would take 
advantage of the situation and in a deregulated environment, 
they could eat everyone up. Of course they didn't foresee how 
well their management would be able to deal with it on a practical 
level. I think that was a miscalculation -- they would make all 
the mistakes they made. But, in fact, that's the way it shook 
down. We were decidedly against the Deregulation Act.

Jerry Barrett: Your disagreement with deregulation was 
on the labor relations part primarily?

Seth Rosen: In part and the job protection part, the 
job security part, the instability part and our concern that it 
would not enhance public safety, aviation safety and that it 
would not have any significant benefit on the consumer. We 
probably have some papers around here on what was presented as 
our views at that time, I'm sure.

Jerry Barrett: Looking back at it now, I take it you 
are still convinced that the impact on labor relations had been 
very adverse, huh?
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Seth Rosen: Terrible.
Jerry Barrett: Are there any plusses as far as --
Seth Rosen: Labor? No.
Jerry Barrett: OK.
Seth Rosen: I can't see them.
Jerry Barrett: OK. In terms of just general public 

policy, do you come down on the side favoring it at all? Was 
it ultimately good for consumers?

Seth Rosen: I don't think so. I think it may have had 
some temporary savings but I think we're talking pennies when 
you average it out. Maybe some discretionary travelers would 
not have been able to travel but I think they should have opened 
up competitive features without deregulating the industry. Certain 
things had to be loosened up and the ability to enter new markets 
and set prices was something that they could have done within 
the framework that they had by taking all that over. I thought 
there should be some laissez-faire. In it there should be some 
free enterprise. And they were not within the rigidity of the 
system and the governmental controls providing that. But they 
could have opened those things up and made it much more competitive 
within the existing framework.

Jerry Barrett: One of the things that had been said to 
me even by some management people who lived in the industry 
before and after deregulation was that they —  management —  had 
a good many careless, sloppy, lazy practices because there was 
no accountability in the sense that —
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Seth Rosen: Absolutely. They built up obsolete 
systems, I think. And large, large, grand systems that weren't 
trim and really had a lot of waste in their systems as a result 
of this protected environment. They needed to be tested. I 
don't think they needed to have this to this extreme. And I 
don't think moving, changing from the CAB to the DOT was a wise 
move at all.

I don't think we've done anything to improve the product.
In fact, everyone says the product is slower and worse now, and 
every bit as litigious in terms of proceedings and procedures 
now than it was before. So what have we done? We eliminated the 
CAB which was expert on one area of commerce and created another 
within a domain of a Cabinet-level agency, instead of an independent, 
regulatory agency. So I don't think we've enhanced their position 
there either.

Jerry Barrett: Specifically on the events at Eastern —
Seth Rosen: By the way, I was here half before dereg 

and half after. Almost an exact split —  since '78. So I've 
been working here for exactly mid-point. So I had the good 
period at the end of regulation, too.

Jerry Barrett: Has it made your job a lot more exciting 
and interesting?

Seth Rosen: A lot harder, harder, harder. More complex, 
yes. Very challenging. Have to learn all sorts about corporate 
takeovers and SEC filings. All the different technical problems 
that we're now dealing with.
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Jerry Barrett: That did not exist before?
Seth Rosen: Mot really. And we weren't really involved 

in strategic level decisions within managements and involved 
in takeovers and things like that. That was ESOPs and
other kinds of varieties, they weren't there.

Jerry Barrett: Just no need for that kind of thing in
the past.

Seth Rosen: No, no.
Jerry Barrett: That is interesting because in a way 

the kind of slow pace of the National Mediation Board procedures 
and the business side of it with the CAB —  they both moved at 
kind of the same pace which was not very rapid and so business 
changes were long anticipated before they occurred. And on 
the labor relations side, I suppose they moved at about the same 
pace.

Seth Rosen: Plus they had the impact of moving at the 
same pace and passing it on to the consumers that we could really 
piggyback one contract after another. And once you got that 
leader out there for that tier of negotiations, then you knew 
what you were going to shoot for at every contract thereafter. 
That's true. Now it's the reverse.

And one of the other things they could have done is 
tighten down the time frames at the CAB in terms of the long 
procedures. They could have done some expedited procedures 
which they have now implemented at DOT. So all the good things 
that they've done at DOT, they could have done in terms or 
procedures at the CAB without terminating that agency.
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Jerry Barrett: When deregulation went into effect, 
did you think it would have the impact it has —  that you've 
experienced? Or were you surprised by how extensive it was?

Seth Rosen: No, I wasn't surprised. I thought it 
would be extensive.

Jerry Barrett: You did?
Seth Rosen: Yes.
Jerry Barrett: Did you anticipate that there would be 

as many new entrants?
Seth Rosen: At the start we did. No, I don't know 

whether we anticipated that or I anticipated that. I thought the 
carriers would do a much better job in protecting their domains 
than they did. I was astounded at some of their decisions, their 
management decisions, not to protect their control zones, not 
going to a more sophisticated system of protecting their system 
from intruders. It’s just unbelievable some of the things that 
people let happen to them.

One of my classic examples is PSA, which was an intrastate 
carrier and became an interstate carrier. Western owned the 
LA-Las Vegas corridor. Owned it. And they let PSA come in, 
undercut them on price and it matched the price and PSA has line 
share of that market now. And this was like your home turf they 
were letting them into. That's what I saw. And that happened 
over and over again. People made countless bad decisions from 
the management standpoint -- major, macro decisions. You couldn't 
anticipate that —  letting these people come in.
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Jerry Barrett: You think if they would do anything, 
they would protect themselves.

Seth Rosen: They do it now. You can't get near a 
new route now without —  you know, an old airline or a new airline 
that has a route, you can't go near that route without expecting 
that person to increase capacity or frequency and lower the price 
down to wherever you are and then some to protect it.

Jerry Barrett: So they finally began to respond.
Seth Rosen: They found out. They found out the hard 

way, too, I think. They got caught short like everyone else.
Jerry Barrett: I've heard it said that Eastern, because 

of the routes that they had at the time of deregulation, were 
much —  earlier on they were impacted by new entrants like whereas 
American and some airlines that are further west, and have routes 
going east-west, did not get impacted. Is that generally true?

Seth Rosen: I don't know on that. I guess they had 
a lot of —  because of the population cluster on the East Coast 
and their north-south service carrier down there, they would have 
a lot of competition. But they always had a lot of competition 
down that corridor. Then I guess People jumped in. That wasn't 
until '81. That’s 3 years later. New York Air didn't do anything 
to them. They came in '82. Air Florida came in. But they didn't 
protect their territory.

I think that's an overstatement from their side. It's 
an easy excuse. I mean, it's like United's biggest blunder, which
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you may not be aware of, was that they decided that they wanted 
to go out of the 737 business, the feed business from places that 
they had served historically. So they pulled back on their 737s. 
They were going to get rid of them; they were going to stop the 
Flint to Chicago and using their hub. And they pulled out of 
those markets and let other people into them. They absolutely 
pulled out of the 737 That's what they did.

Jerry Barrett: Amazing.
Seth Rosen: It's just amazing that they would do that 

but they had to reverse it. They had to bring them all back, 2,
3 years later. I don't know at what cost. But how can you make 
that kind of decision not to create a feed system from day one?
Why would you ever go away from that basic? And that's what's 
happening in the industry now. All it is is a question of lining 
up your feed and that's going from top to bottom now with what's 
going on with these commuter networks feeding into the hubs, 
feeding into the larger hubs. That's what's going on.

Jerry Barrett: That's most interesting. Someone was 
explaining to me that Piedmont was once one of the bigger feeders 
to the Eastern hubs along the coast here and that they now feed 
themselves by --

Seth Rosen: That's right. Oh, they definitely feed 
themselves.

Jerry Barrett: And when you say United on the other hand 
went into the reverse direction —
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Seth Rosen: Went into the reverse direction. It was 
unbelievable. And they had the traffic generation into their 
hubs.

Jerry Barrett: Not smart.
Seth Rosen: Not smart, not smart. They've made a lot 

of un-smart rules.
Jerry Barrett: When you talk a little bit about the 

labor relations in this industry, but the industry itself is —  
particularly the pilot end of it -- is really different from 
other industries in that you're dealing with a membership that 
is so dispersed around the country and don't meet regularly and 
don't see each other. Is that a big problem, do you think? I'm 
contrasting that with the machinists union, for instance.

Seth Rosen: Yea. I think it's definitely a problem.
We have our people who commute. We have a lot of commuters, 
whatever it is -- 30%, I don't know what number it is. Jollmer 
might know what percent of our people commute. We have a 
humongous number of commuters who are on our bases that are 
spread out. You take Eastern, they have 9 different bases.
We have council meetings usually every month t~- local council 
meetings for the membership —  and there is a lot of mailings.
But being that spread out, we've had to do a lot to bring all 
of that together in terms of a better method of communication.
And we have been making great inroads in our communications 
skill. We've used the new hi-tech to enhance our communications.
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Jerry Barrett: Can you talk a little bit about that 
and other things being done to ?—

Seth Rosen: Sure. At United we had the innovation 
of developing this family awareness program which brought together 
a lot of the pilots and their families to participate in the 
process and understand. We've done a sophisticated set of 
mailings -- different types of mailings, hangers, long, short —  
to give pilots more information; to educate the pilots generally 
with general mailings, and more specifically, on each airline as 
a crisis came down. A lot or road shows, whenever crisis, to 
bring the problems to the membership. You go out to each council 
with your leadership.

And then we've used teleconferencing to some degree.
In major crises like Eastern and United, we had hookups around 
the country so that pilots could congregate at a given point and 
get the same message. And that's a great unifying force, great 
unifying force. So that hi-tech approach —  and it has been 
copied by a lot of unions. The AFL-CIO right now is using 
teleconferencing around the country to bring people up to date 
on a cross-section of unions at major cities. I think they have 
one scheduled for June 14th —  20-city teleconference on the 
changing environment.

So we're definitely into hi-tech. We have a computer 
billboard that we set up that anyone can get into through his 
own little computer terminal and hook into and get messages that
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are all put on a bill line. We call it —  it's not a billboard, 
it's something else. I don't know what the tech word is for it. 
And that's been a tool that enhances dissemination of information.

Jerry Barrett: The ALPA headquarters runs that, the 
latter thingt the bulletin board? I've not heard of that. That's 
very interesting.

Seth Rosen: Uh huh.
Jerry Barrett: The pilots themselves, the few that I've 

talked to, they are really -- they're kind of hi-tech junkies 
in some sense. They're really into that.

Seth Rosen: There's a lot of that. You know, the 
technology they deal with in their environment, in the cockpit 
as the airplanes change —  generation —  they become even more 
sophisticated. They are all computer-based now. So these guys 
are all into the electronic end and that has a certain appeal to 
them. So if that's how you're going to get to them, that's how 
you're going to get to them.

Jerry Barrett: And combine that with the fact that they 
are spread around the country does make good sense.

Seth Rosen: Yea.
Jerry Barrett: Somebody gave me a telephone number of 

an 800 number in New York —  I guess it wasn't actually an 800 
number, I guess I had to call long distance to get it in New York 
—  which an ALPA member spent 10 minutes sort of explaining issues
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following the sale of Eastern and discussing a lot of things 
that went on within the MEC and so forth. Is there a good 
bit of that? And I would take it that —

Seth Rosen: Yes. That's a cross-pilot line. That's 
the airline to airline. We have different 800 numbers, different 
phone systems with code-a-phone messages plus information on the 
other end. United has a very sophisticated system in place.
And we're continuing on. When we get into a crisis, instead 
of leaving it and just dropping it, the family awareness programs 
are going forward. Because we are definitely of the mind that 
if you bring the family into it, as part of the group, that that 
enhances your effectiveness, and it does.

And then you get all that support. Instead of going 
home to your wife and kids and say, I'm going out on a strike 
or we're in this trouble or that trouble and trying to explain 
it, then being part of the whole process and being part of the 
family and the feeling that they are part of the decision-making. 
Then you get peer-level support, too, within the family. And 
it's a big help. It was a great change and very creative.

Jerry Barrett: I understand that at Eastern, too, when 
you did that family involvement thing, a lot of non-pilots were 
involved --

Seth Rosen: Uh huh. We invited everyone.
Jerry Barrett: It was open to everyone.
Seth Rosen: Yes. We invited a cross-employee because

we think it's important tohave —  everyone to have some common
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base of information and awareness. The more you can educate 
people, the better off you're going to be down the road when 
you get to the crisis.

Jerry Barrett: As an organization —  I'm trying to make 
some distinction between it and other labor organizations -- the 
formal education of the pilots generally is higher than, I would 
take it, a lot of other —

Seth Rosen: I assume so.
Jerry Barrett: Does that present any special problems?

In other words, do they read more; do they demand more communication; 
demand better communication?

Seth Rosen: Yes. I think that it requires additional 
articulation of your position. They understand more; they read 
the Wall Street Journal on a daily basis, be it on the cockpit 
or wherever it happens to be. And they keep up on news and in 
the industry they are more aware. And so you have to be able 
to explain and back-up your position. And that's probably a 
little harder in the final analysis. And they are more willing 
to challenge the answers and they do challenge the answers They 
have a professional background.

Jerry Barrett: From a staff point of view, it makes 
it more difficult because they are demanding; they are kind of 
information hungry.

Seth Rosen: I'd say yes in some ways. Sometimes it's 
easier to deal with someone who challenges and then, when you
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get to the end of it, accepts one way or the other and shares 
in the decision-making than someone who you're never sure 
understands what you're talking about and accepts it without 
understanding it, or rejects it without understanding it. So 
you have some frustration in that situation. Maybe more than 
you have in this situation.

Jerry Barrett: OK. Yes. I can see what you're saying
now.

Seth Rosen: I've had that situation, representing 
people. It can be more frustrating when they are totally out 
to lunch.

Jerry Barrett: When they're really incapable of 
understanding, all your arguments are lost then.

Seth Rosen: Incapable of understanding and all they 
get back to is the one argument which is the non-sequitur from 
day one. What do you do?

Jerry Barrett: That could be quite frustrating. A lot 
of things happened at Eastern, as far as negotiations are concerned, 
since '75 or '76 which was when the first givebacks were, or 
however you want to characterize that kind of bargaining. Can 
you talk a little bit about —  sort of a chronology of events as 
far as you --

Seth Rosen: Not that much because I wasn't involved in 
any of the prior negotiations. I was involved in the one that went 
on in '84 because I was —  I guess I came in r- in '85, I mean.



-28-

Not even in '84 because I did other work and I never worked 
Eastern during that period of time. I never was involved in their 
negotiations. From '75 until really the end of '84 was when I 
started getting closer involved in it. And then from —  my 
position starting when I got elevated —  we had the crisis in 
'85 with the snapback. I was involved in that on the side. And 
then as we progressed through '85 with all the negotiations that 
went on during that year, I was involved monitoring it from the 
national level. And then, of course, as we rolled into '86, I 
was more closely involved. So that's really my experience base 
in dealing with Eastern.

Jerry Barrett: That's pretty much the period when the 
thing was in a more serious crisis period, isn't it really?

Seth Rosen: —  You remember Borman's ad in August 
of '85? As of August '85, everything was zoom. No analysis 
should go without having that ad in there.

Jerry Barrett: Say that again.
Seth Rosen: Well, I was involved and if you say 

everything was bad and they were except he had —
they made money in '85 for one quarter. It came out, that big 
ad campaign. Zoom, we're taking off -- new, high adventure, 
everything is terrific, roses. Don't you remember that ad?
You want to look at the ad? That was a false, false side. He
was not reading the tea leaves too well at that point, unfortunately.
He was way ahead of it. I think that was a disgrace, that ad.
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Jerry Barrett: Almost as if he was too anxious to 
predict success and it wasn't much --

Seth Rosen: All it did was to serve his own ego. That's 
the way I —  I looked at that ad. I said, I can't believe it.

Jerry Barrett: That is an interesting point. Because 
I remember seeing the ad at the time.

Seth Rosen: You're kidding. That ad's going to be 
old news. I don't remember. I think it came out last summer.
So they had this false euphoria last summer and they weren't 
really looking at the marketplace because they didn't analyze 
what was going to happen after Labor Day. And they cut a deal 
with the IAM; they cut a deal with the flight attendants and 
they didn't make a deal with us. They wanted to go off with 
the DC—10s and everything got screwed up.

They should have made a deal with us during that point 
and then they would have had 3 deals at 20-some odd percent more 
than they have right now with 2 of those groups. And they went 
out and renegotiated and sweetened the deal with the IAM. So 
it's hard to say that they were in dire circumstance when the 
carrier is negotiating contracts like that, and they misread it.
The fault lies there. The fault lies there.

Jerry Barrett: Some pretty bad calculations.
Seth Rosen: Terrible calculations. And I'm a little 

bitter about that because I think they really messed it up. I 
really do. I think they should have closed their deals in March
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when they were in dire circumstance and they got the pilots to 
back away. That was the period they should have made their deals 
—  their long-term deals -- and they missed it. And then they 
made bad deals. And everyone suffered the consequences for 
their mistakes.

Jerry Barrett: And by bad deals you mean they settled 
much too high?

Seth Rosen: Oh, the deals were too rich.
Jerry Barrett: Yes. yes. Why do you think that happened? 

Why didn't they reach toward settlement that spring?
Seth Rosen: Well, same reason they had an ad like Zoom. 

They misread it. Just because you see a little period in which 
things are going OK -- if I had a 2-year period, I might be 
thinking that way, but not 3 months. One return, that's nothing. 
Really, from an economic standpoint, that's nothing. They knew 
what the bank loans were. They knew what was going to come due 
the next March.

Jerry Barrett: And that's particularly true since 
deregulation where the industry has become so much 
that 3 months don't really predict very much.

Seth Rosen: Not at all. Three months don't predict 
anything at this point.

Jerry Barrett: Generally speaking, are the pilots —  
are you pretty much reflecting what the pilots feel about that?
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Seth Rosen: I don't know.
Jerry Barrett: That's hard to know, huh?
Seth Rosen: I have never gone to their MEC meeting.

I have never gone to any council meetings. So I can't really.
I think there's a great sense of frustration with management.
I think part of it was this topsy-turvy turnaround situation.

Here you are out here this way and then the next day 
you're like this way and it's just a continuation of all these 
false promises that we've heard over the years. Things are going 
to be rosy. And that's a repeating theme since 1975 or '76.
All we have to do is this and we'll get through it and then things 
will be rosy. And here they are making a rosy, what I consider 
to be a pretty rosy contract, in this environment. And I thought 
they should have been really zeroing in on what they needed to 
survive in this environment and protect themselves. I think 
there's probably a lot of frustration. I just can't really 
speak for what the Eastern pilots feel.

Jerry Barrett: The negotiations that took place in 
December of last year on into January -- I believe it was in 
January they actually met here, in Washington, for a period.
I'm told that they were like (snap) that close to an agreement 
around Superbowl Sunday.

Seth Rosen: Yes, that's true. I left here on Friday 
night and they were here in my office. I guess they were —  
let's see what day it was. I suspect it was the 16th.
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Jerry Barrett: At that point, were you directly 
involved in the negotiations?

Seth Rosen: I'd say yes. Not in the sense of working 
with the committee. I had some side discussions with Bill, 
some of which are known and some of which are unknown. And 
you know Herb?

Jerry Barrett: Yes.
Seth Rosen: Herb and I go back. We shared an office 

at the NLRB, just for your info. So we go back a long way.
And Bill was interested in linking up and trying to work through 
the problem and seeing if we could all help on the side, which 
we did. And then John was involved directly in the process. I 
can't remember my first meeting with Bill. I could check my 
records, maybe come up with it. I'm not sure I really want to.

We had a series of meetings with different people that 
culminated in a couple of meetings that week before the weekend 
in which I met with Gibson and Bill and Bob Brown, the mediator. 
We had a breakfast; we had a meeting at Bill's office; we had 
a series of meetings alone, apart, you know, that kind of thing
—  collection.

I met with our negotiating committee before that weekend
—  I think on Thursday night before that weekend, maybe Wednesday 
night. They were in mediation that week, but they weren't going 
anywhere in mediation. We were trying to move the thing on the 
side so that we could get the groups together. Borman was in
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town. So that was the closest I got to it and then after that 
weekend, I never met with the committee again. And they never 
were really in Washington again, as my recollection. They may 
have been, but I don't remember them being here. And I just 
worked from afar from that point on.

John was there, and you've talked to John.
John was there practically the whole time so I don't know what 
you got out of John in terms of information. But he was the one 
from the national side of it who was most closely involved on a 
day-to-day basis with the negotiating committee. Had I been 
there, it would have been different.

Jerry Barrett: I'm sure that's true.
Seth Rosen: Only in the one sense, I would have gotten 

the written work done.
Jerry Barrett: You say the written work done?
Seth Rosen: I don't, I don't like leaving things 

and they have a style at Eastern of not finishing, which I 
think is terrible. From a negotiator's standpoint, it's very 
imperfect. They should finish.

Jerry Barrett: Well, it's particularly true, it seems 
to me, your point when you're dealing with a contract that's 
as complicated as an ALPA —

Seth Rosen: All those letters and everything. They 
keep going on and on. Who know what's in effect and what isn't. 
You got every 3 letters in 4 sections in order to figure out 
what the answer is to a given question. You know once you're 
into that, there's ambiguities. So who needs that.
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Jerry Barrett: And as I understand it, that weekend 
they negotiated 'til early in the morning. Everyone was 
exhausted. With a little more maybe come back tomorrow and 
finish up —

(Interruption)
Jerry Barrett: Before the interruption we were talking 

about the failure to get a settlement while they were meeting 
here in Washington in January of this year and you were making 
the comment that part of the problem was getting it down in 
writing, not leaving it ambiguous and subject to --

Seth Rosen: Well, I was saying that I —  I was being 
humorous —  had I been involved, I would have been sure to 
finish with the paperwork. That might have been able to help it. 
But the biggest stumbling block at that particular point in 
time was parity, was a me-too off the IAM. I believe that had 
-- well, I'm not even sure —  had there been a me-too on the 
table at the time that I'm told it really was there, but it 
was never there, that they could have taken that back to the 
MEC and maybe gotten it through. It's hard to really predict.

John probably feels, and he would know best, that 
whatever they brought back they would have second-guessed at 
the MEC and they would have been unable to make a decision; 
that there was indecisiveness at that point and there were too 
many divergent interests being represented. The me-too was -- 
to me at that point -- was a sine qua non. And I think the 
committee was there.
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Jerry Barrett: Well then the negotiations moved back 
to Miami and didn't resume right away but they eventually resumed 
back there getting on into February. And then they had 2 
negotiations going on concurrently with the flight attendants 
and with ALPA. Did you get involved at all,even by long distance, 
in that?

Seth Rosen: Yes. Yes, I did. And I'm not sure they 
were really concurrent. What we were trying to do was -- and 
the company wanted to also -- was to make sure that even though 
the flight attendants had been imposed upon —  and I believe it 
was right around that time frame, the end of January that they 
were imposed on —  that there was still a need to get an agreement 
with them. And if we got an agreement, the company was implicitly, 
not explicitly, implicitly giving us the understanding that they 
would make a similar agreement with the flight attendants.

The flight attendants were divided and I talked to 
the general counsel, but I never talked to any of the principles 
in the flight attendant union. But they had an international 
local problem. They had a committee problem. They didn't know 
which way to go —  whether to stick with the IAM, whether to 
stick with the pilots, which strategy they were going after.

And as you know, there were multiple strategies. There 
was a takeover strategy. There was a cause the company to change 
management as the price of any kind of concessions. They wanted: 
(1) parity, and (2) Borman's head as part of the management change
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from Borman down because they felt that that would be responsive 
to what was reflected by the last 10 years, and there was no 
confidence in present management.

So you had a lot of competing interests, as you know.
And you had this complex legal status with Skadden Arps involved 
representing a whole bunch of different people, their corporate 
takeover people. And then the inside and outside directors 
getting into it in terms of whether they were insulated and 
protected and had insurance and all these other things because 
everyone was going in 9 different directions. They didn't know 
whether or not which one was in conflict of interest with 
another and which one was an insider or an outsider. So there 
were a lot of serious problems.

But I don't think it's accurate to say that the 
negotiations were concurrent. I think that we were trying to 
keep the flight attendants in the loop and we were trying to 
get them back to the table. But it never occurred until the 
end of February, until almost when we got to the agreement, that 
they finally even got back together because they were hiding 
behind this false March 1 we're going to reconsider what we 
didn't do on January 26th or 28th when it got imposed on them.
They were doing that kind of motion. So it was basically the 
pilots' show at that point. And the IAM was sitting there 
saying the pilots would blink.
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Jerry Barrett: The way different people —  when I 
said concurrent, I was really referring to that evening of the 
sale —

Seth Rosen: The evening of the sale, there were 
concurrent negotiations going on.

Jerry Barrett: That was a piece of high drama in a 
sense. Almost with the labor relations —  the negotiations 
themselves with the 2 unions —  almost paling in significance, 
in a sense, because of the bigger concerns —  some of which you 
just reflected -- concerns of board members about their 
responsibilities, how outside board members, the creditors for 
standing there waiting to —

Seth Rosen: And Lorenzo —
Jerry Barrett: And Lorenzo, yes.
Seth Rosen: —  and company entered the scene on Friday. 

The thing went down Sunday morning —  Sunday night, Monday 
morning. But essentially he made his offer on Friday and they 
had until Sunday midnight to accept it. So that added to the 
sense of drama and urgency, time sensitivity, which I think was 
introduced deliberately. And hastily some people reacted to 
that. Whether that was right or wrong is really of no consequence 
I think they reacted to it though and felt they had to make what 
they considered to be their best judgment. But I think they were 
worn out when they made it —  the board. That is the board itself
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Jerry Barrett: Was exhausted from —
Seth Rosen: Exhausted from the anxiety and the problems 

and fatigue and all the other pressures that enter into those 
kinds of decisions.

Jerry Barrett: Really on the mind, at that point, 
they wanted a resolution of --

Seth Rosen: They wanted a resolution. They didn't 
want it to drag on and on and on. And they really didn't see 
agreements at that point. When they made their decision, they 
didn't have any agreements. At least that's my understanding of 
the sequence. It may change. Revision is history but my recollection 
is there were no agreements when the deal was struck, and it was 
just by virtue of the fact that the pilots had the capability of 
executing and making an agreement that there was an agreement.

Jerry Barrett: OK. There is a lot of confusion about
that.

Seth Rosen: Not in my mind. Not in my mind. I've 
heard it a lot of different ways but it hasn't confused what I 
remember. At least what I heard at that time.

Jerry Barrett: OK. At that point, yea.
Seth Rosen: Whether I'm right or wrong, I don't know. 

But I remember the sequence as described to me.
Jerry Barrett: Do you have the feeling at all that the 

flirtation with Lorenzo to make an offer was part of a strategy 
which was not really intended -- they did not intend to follow 
through on?
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Seth Rosen: I don't. Not at that point. I believe 
they were sincere -- the company. I don't think our people 
believe they were sincere. But I don't think our people realize 
that they had paid Frank $25 million to make an offer. Up-front 
money —  come make an offer. There was, remember, up-front 
money to make a firm, full offer. Well, check it out. I 
think they paid up-front money to make an offer. And I don't 
think you —  my recollection of $20-$25 million is the number 
that they had to pay for him to come in and actually make a 
full-blown offer to buy the airline. And if they didn't accept 
it, they still owed them the $20-$25 million.

Jerry Barrett: Interesting.
Seth Rosen: I think if that's true —  and youcan check 

it out, and that's what I heard. And not only that, but I just 
don't think —  having met Frank Borman, having talked to Usery,
I knew they were in the shadows and it was a threat and it was 
a definite possibility, and from their standpoint one of the 
very few players that was really out there going to make an 
offer -- that they never, you know, were just plain hyping that 
to put pressure on us. That was real. In my mind, it was real.

I didn't want to consider it. I wanted to consider that 
everyone fall in line rather than deal with that, but it was a 
real problem. And as it got closer, I know Bill's inferences 
were more direct —  his innuendo, or whatever you want to call 
it —  was more direct when it came to sell it or bankrupt it.
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I always didn't figure the bankrupt it although some people 
were on that line. I thought more of the sell it than to tank 
it. Fix it, sell it or tank it.

Jerry Barrett: Yea. Those were the 3 options that I —
Seth Rosen: The 3 options I kept hearing too, and to 

sell it was only Frank, who was the buyer. At least the only 
seller during that period that I kept hearing the same name.
You know, a lot of people talked but there was no real prospect 
out there.

Jerry Barrett: OK.
Seth Rosen: I think there was a fee up front.
Jerry Barrett: Just given the pressure that was going 

on over that weekend, though, it's easy to imagine that the 
pilots —  the MEC itself, the people sitting around the table 
there and the bargaining committee, too -- they would not believe 
it. They would not believe that the thing was really going to 
be sold; that it really would bankrupt. I suppose they thought 
they had chance to bargain to an agreement, and it was a matter 
of who was going to blink first.

Seth Rosen: Or at least kept the IAM —  yea. Who was 
going to blink first or where was the IAM. I think if you had 
gone to the MEC —  again this is an opinion —  and told them at 
that point that unless you made a contract, we would sell it to 
Frank, that they still would not have believed it.
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Jerry Barrett: They really would not have, huh?
Seth Rosen: Some of them would not have believed it. 

Enough of them. Not all of them. A lot of them would have 
believed it, but not all of them and maybe not a majority. And 
I think that's true both of the MEC and the committee.

Jerry Barrett: Do you think generally the pilots 
themselves saw Frank at that point —  Lorenzo at that point as 
being as much of an —

Seth Rosen: Threat?
Jerry Barrett: —  ogre as he has been depicted?
Seth Rosen: Definitely. Definitely.
Jerry Barrett: The purchase by him would not be --
Seth Rosen: Yea, but part of the problem with the 

credibility is he had been lots of places. And this threat of 
Frank had brought down the house at TWA, brought down the house 
at Frontier, and wherever he went, it was becoming —  all you 
have to do is say, Frank's here ready to make a deal, and you 
cave and you give concessions. So you have that sense. And it 
was clear he was trying to buy something because everyone was 
hearing he was talking to Western; he was talking to Eastern; 
he was talking to Pan Am; he was talking to Midway; he was 
talking to Ozark. He was talking to everyone. So the credibility 
was shaky because of all that. Is this a ploy or isn't this a 
ploy? Is it real? Then they'll tell us it's either this or that 
but really is it this or that?
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Jerry Barrett: It's almost as if you substitute the 
word wolf for Frank. Wolf had been called too many times. From 
the pilots' perception they were saying, we're not going to be 
drawn into that. We're not going to be panicked by that.

Seth Rosen: Not Steve Wolf.
Jerry Barrett: Interesting. It really is.
Seth Rosen: Yea. No, it is. That's human psychology.
Jerry Barrett: What about the machinists being drawn 

in at the last minute? Was there a feeling at all that at the 
last minute Charlie Bryan would come to the party, as people 
were saying?

Seth Rosen: No. Not from the experts. I don't think 
so. I don't think there was a feeling of the people who you 
would rely on most strongly that he would join in.. I think they 
felt —  and I've talked to some of them, without names or anything 
—  but I've talked to some of them and the general analysis of 
a few was they thought the pilots would blink and in the end cave.

The flight attendants would be where they are. That 
based on having 75% of the cost down to the level that the banks 
needed, that they would get by that date and pay off whatever they 
had to pay off, short-term to -- you know, the people who were 
not going to stand for it on the defaults and things —  they might 
have to make some adjustments.

But essentially, if the airline could get themselves
three-quarters of the way there rather than either risk bankruptcy
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or sell, they would think that that's enough of a fix-it for 
now and then just work on the IAM problem separately through 
whatever means. And that was basically, I think, a good view 
of where it was.

Jerry Barrett: OK. So that analysis really suggests 
that the pilots were the key to it. Making an agreement with 
the pilots would have done it.

Seth Rosen: Oh, yea. I would have made an agreement. 
But that's me. And I have the luxury of not being directly 
involved, being an innocent bystander.

Jerry Barrett: Were there pilots on the MF.C or on the 
canmittee who later said, well, hell, we should have made a deal? 
I'm sorry, you already suggested that they did make a •—

Seth Rosen: I think some of them did, they did make a 
deal but I think some of them, you know, on hindsight think they 
should have made a deal earlier to protect them. Probably the 
same people who felt that they haven't changed their
view. They were always ready to make a deal.

Jerry Barrett: Yea. OK. A lot of this is interesting 
to try to speculate about it and the problem is -- it's almost 
like trying to retrace the Watergate hearings. What did you 
know at what time? You know?

Seth Rosen: What did you know and when did you know
it? Yes.
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Jerry Barrett: And things were moving just so rapidly 
then and when that happens there's a good bit of misinformation 
as well within the system. It makes it quite difficult.

Seth Rosen: Very difficult to piece it together.
Jerry Barrett: Yea. Do you have any impression about 

Bryan and the role that he plays? Do you have any impression 
about him at all?

Seth Rosen: I have no impression about him personally.
I don't know him. In terms of his general —  what you read in 
the press -- I have the impression that he's out leading his 
people and trying to do the best he can for them to protect their 
job rights and wages and working conditions. And I happen to 
think that he may have a distorted view of the real world as to 
what were the common objectives and goals. He got himself 
really in the best position by getting an agreement and he was 
willing to sit in the birds nest and watch.

But now, I think the situation has changed, and while 
he may be there preserving something for a while, it's just for 
a while. And just like, unfortunately, what happened to 
Continental, the IAM, they got really murdered. And they could 
face the same kind of —

Jerry Barrett: Uh huh- The --
Seth Rosen: And Frank's dealt with strong-willed peopleZ

before. Durenda is certainly every bit as strong-willed as
Charlie Bryan.
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Jerry Barrett: Is that kind of typical of other 
airlines, that the machinists and the pilots don't see eye to 
eye? Or does it vary a lot?

Seth Rosen: I'd say it varies some but generally they 
do their thing independent and sometimes in conflict with us.
They have a different set of priorities than we do and that 
makes a major difference. They're coming from a different set 
of values, different set of priorities. And I think that that 
you see reflected. They are interested in maintaining as much 
control over the hourly rate and protecting the contract, and 
they want dollar for dollar quid pro quos and that's it. You 
know, that's their standard line without regard to the consequences.

If Frontier goes down the tubes and they lose a certain 
amount of jobs, they feel they can —  because their jobs are 
much more fungible —  get people jobs, comparable wages as long 
as they keep the industry wage rate up. But if they start letting 
that get pierced and undermined, then it becomes a much more 
fragile proposition. Pilots are not fungible jobs. And so when 
you fall from being a 747 captain and lose your job, you fall a 
long, long way, a long, long way. You fall to the bottom.

And that's not the case with an experienced, licensed 
mechanic. He doesn't fall to the bottom; he get's a job as a 
licensed, experienced mechanic making $14 an hour. The pilot 
doesn't get that. And there's an enormous difference in terms 
of values. And the pilots are just much more tied to the
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corporate future than the IAM is and I don't agree with their 
strategy but that's neither here nor there. Again, I see their 
numbers have gone from a million to 500 thousand active members 
in the last whatever years. I think that's reflective of a 
lot of unions around the country that have had this traditional 
mindset.

Jerry Barrett: But it certainly is suggestive of a 
basic incompatibility of the 2 organizations, where one is so 
wed to a specific employer in a sense. And the other --

Seth Rosen: And I'm not sure our view is —  I know our 
view is not totally right. We need to control more of the wage 
rate and things like that, as well, and we're trying to do a 
much better job of overall stabilization. Because, if we can 
put some stability back into the equation, then we're not at risk 
as much each time. And that takes a lot of internal action. We 
try and cooperate and work but it is very difficult. We can't 
get agreement on a lot of things unfortunately. And we're back 
and forth at each other over who crosses who's picket line now 
and who's doing what to whom. So right now it's —  we're pleasant 
and can communicate but there's no real support either way at 
this point that I can see.

Jerry Barrett: Bryan plays a -- well, Bryan and Callahan 
both play a unique role in that they are on the Board of Directors, 
as outside directions, and also union officials. Do you see 
that as a compatible thing that a person really can do?
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Seth Rosen: It depends upon the individual. It really 
does. What the larger question is, whether or not being on the 
board is a good role for union leadership in the first instance. 
Whether it's a Boggs or Arthur —  what's his name from CBS?

Jerry Barrett: Yea. I can't say it either, no. Who 
in effect really is ALPA's guy.

Seth Rosen: Yea. Who's ALPA's guy —  Arthur Taylor. 
Whomever it is, we have a guy on —  we have 5 boards that we have 
participation. One of them is a line pilot. It could be the 
elected rep. He's an old rep. He does an excellent job but it's 
a matter of individual ability there and respect by the corporate 
people.

We have Jack Curtis, who's a lawyer, ESOPer, who put 
together the PSA ESOP. He sits on the board. I think he's of 
minimal significance. We had our guys on Eastern. That created 
all sorts of conflicts of the ultimate sense. We had a guy on 
Pan Am who was the coalition representative. He was a pilot the 
first time they rotated. He was the MEC chairman and then he 
left office and just became the board rep.

And at Republic we were unable to fill the slot because 
it was one slot the unions couldn't agree. Nor did they think 
it was significant at all. I can tell you that. They thought 
it was just bull shit. They thought they'd just —  you know, 
the Executive Committee would cut them out, decisions would be 
made and then they'd be brought to them.
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I think there is a role there. I think it's not that 
valuable but it's a role. It's information again shaping decision
making and making people aware of the problems when they don't 
understand the ramifications on people. There's another side 
to that. Those people aren't supposed to worry about the 
ramifications. They're supposed to make, in the pure sense, 
the business decision and the consequences flow from there.
I mean, there's 2 schools of thought on that. I think it's a 
good role. I don't really think it makes a difference whether 
it's a line pilot, a consultant or the pilot leader who's in 
there. I really don't attach a great deal of significance to 
who's in the seat. So I think he can function.

iJerry Barrett: I had not realized that there were other 
airlines that had --

Seth Rosen: We have 5 now.
Jerry Barrett: Five --
Seth Rosen: Four plus 1 that's never been filled. The 

IAM and AFA. In this case, we suggested an option that was 
acceptable to AFA, not acceptable to the IAM. The IAM suggested 
an option which was acceptable to us but not acceptable to AFA.
And that's where we ended up.

Jerry Barrett: So it's vacant.
Seth Rosen: It's vacant. Two years. Two years.
Jerry Barrett: So it's not a real burning issue then, 

apparently —
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Seth Rosen: No, not at all.
Jerry Barrett: Just one final thing. I realize I've 

taken up a lot of your time. When the PATCO thing happened, 
can you talk at all about the relationship of ALPA and the 
PATCO people when that event went down?

Seth Rosen: We never indicated that we would support 
their action. We advised them against engaging in a strike and 
J. J., who was then President, J. J. O'Donnell, had a working 
relationship with Poli going into it. He tried through —  I 
think Drew Lewis was then in office —  and he tried within the 
first 48 or 72 hours and had the ability to act as a conduit and 
make that thing go away. But Poli was not interested.

There was never any chance of getting the pilot support 
across the system which is what they needed. No chance at all.
No chance at all. There was never that much love lost between 
the 2 groups, really, in terms of environment that they work in.
They worked together but still they are in -- you know, the air 
traffic controller -- one of the air traffic controllers' jobs 
is to police and monitor pilot compliance with FARs. So it was 
always that heart of the tension. So while they are compatible 
in some levels -- and we thought about organizing the air traffic 
controllers since and have decided not to. There were some and 
it was definitely the ability to talk, communicate during that 
crisis. But no support was ever extended.

Jerry Barrett: Do you think they will ever organize again?
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Seth Rosen: Maybe. Ever. You know, it's not in the 
near term. They are basically non —  we took a substantial poll 
of their values. We used sophisticated pollers. We went out 
and polled and the analysis came back very negative. ALPA was 
at the top of the list of people who could organize them and 
at that it was a 50-50 proposition with an enormous, enormous 
financial undertaking. You're talking about at least $2 or 
$3 million just to get into the ballgame.

To really get out and build an apparatus, you're talking 
a 15 thousand person unit spread around the country at remote 
places. It was going to be quite a trip. We really looked at 
it in depth. We went to the AFGE, which was doing it, and it 
had done a bad job. Tried to access whether or not we could 
take what they had and move it forward, and decided it was not 
doable. We went through an exercise for about 6 months of 
analyzing that.

Jerry Barrett: You said earlier that that strike had a 
major impact on —

Seth Rosen: Oh, tremendous impact. It was a real role 
model. It was a real role model for this decade anyway. And 
TWA flight attendants is the extension of that into the private 
sector. I guess Horrnel is to some degree now. Phelps Dodge 
has gone the full route. Greyhound is going the full route in 
another direction.

And all those were bad decisions on the part of the 
unions, I think. In the final analysis that's where it's going
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to play out, unfortunately. Phelps Dodge, they got decertified. 
Greyhound, they're selling it off. TWA, they're gone. They're 
history. It's sad. Hormal, they're gone. They have this 
internal fight going on.

Jerry Barrett: Back to full operation for quite a 
while now.

Seth Rosen: Yea. All of them are. It's sad.
Jerry Barrett: OK. I really appreciate this. Thank 

you very much for your time and for your candor.
Seth Rosen: Oh sure. Absolutely.


